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Lon Levin
American Mobile Radio Corp.
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Dear Mr. Levin:

li£l f 24 1990

For your infonnation, enclosed are copies of recent correspondence between
Members of Congress and the Commission relating to satellite digital audio radio
service pioneer's preference applications.

Sincerely,

~~
Richard M. Smith
Chief
Office of Engineering and Technology
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1919 M Street. NW
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DIll Mr. Cba1rman:

Wr; an wrkinI ro you 1'CIIl'1iDI rwpollS that t1JI CODUDIIIloD II considerinl the JrIDl of
aD aWDrd of "Pion=r Ptefcrc=c" CO an app1k:uu. Cur a UceDIe to proVk!e Dilital Auclin'Radio
S.rvic. (DARS). As you UDCIoubtcd1y ICC awarc, L1w IIandDa ot Dac awards ,has heen the
IUbjlCt of I.nificmt debate in the Conan_ IDd bcfoR the CUDIJDCICC Comm1aee. which. in
fact. led to pus... of II.illation in 1~ to place some rcqulrcwcnw lID! rcstrlcuoos on
"¥1oDeer PrefereD:e" awards, Without prajudioiaa the coDliderauon of any pl11J.cular applU:aut.
hut before you proceed with till conaic*ation of II'8DtiDa such 111 awant, we wanted to shan:
with )'OU nur views 011 this matter uul MIk reulIU:IDCe from you chat aD)' consideration of aD

award. compons with both the leUer aDd the spirit of the law.

In 1993. Conereu eDICtId lelillianon to require compeauve biddiDa and to curtail
~y me WII u! luttericl ID4 comparative hearin•• for tbe IfIIlIiaI of certain licaDIu. The
impcaJa for tbJa IcaialaUua was 1k recopItlon dw. while Inttai. proved aD expedient malhod
of clistributiq l~CDlCI. a upifh;am:. priVlte after-market had developed in which Jouery
wiucn were enjoym, subJ1lD11ll wUUIt enricluDent at tbe IXpense of the U.s. 'freuwy.
SimilArly, COqrclS prefeaecl • marbt IIGlnism to me Commission mak1nJ a ~ject1ve

Judam-1IIlODI compc:tiq applicatioaa. Conarcu ~1~u1Dd that aompeUt1ve biddq would
obYioully nc:oup 1M imriDaic value of these li~ for the Treasury m1 would create treater
effieieney in the ....".....1 of 1J*U'Um liccnau by CI1.I11IiDIlhat the UC;;c:ueli were awarded
opnly in I !tee marbt to whoever valued the lkcDlc mOlt. Tbc Commission'5 SUQ;CII 1u
1mplementin, spectrum luetiODl hu c:ltarly viDdicatld this viewpoint.

SUbseQuemly. iD 1994. the (nmmmiaD selec1ec! three applicama for broadband pel'lOD&1
COIWUt.WicalLkm¥ scrvk:cs (PC$) 1k:aDIa to he grantJId -Plcmrer PNfereDce" awll'dl. Aliele from
a pimic: c;anccrn of bow Lbc new policy of competitive bidding could be harmonized with the
Commiaaion's polley of "Pioneer Prcfcn:nce," Conams was spectncally concerned Ehat tbe
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NVin.' proeesl for till gram of theM awards nat be ubiuuy or subjective. AI a ~nscquc.or.:c.

IeJtslatiml wu elUICtId in 1* to IIIIUtI tbIt III¥ faun "PkmMr Prcfcr==" awarGa would 1¥Jt
II1tfIr fmm the. iDftnnltlet. Spedfica1ly. the law crIItICt a PMI' review praeeaa with a pand
comprIIed of -expeftJ in roe radio scieDcu drawn from amq pmoDI who ue DOt employ..
of dJe Cmnmfmcm" to ensure that the award is justified aDd does DOt mult in wUu emidunent
of lhc pamcc.

Tbe law 1.150 mikes e1el1' tblt tbe ouratde peer review requiremeDt doe. DOt apply to
appluUol» tbaL lavc t.D ICCCPIId tor ft11DI before Slpflmber t. 1994. It is our UDdenrudiDa
thattbil exception appUa in b m.m cue. Ncmv1thsWdlq the precise '.al requiremeDr.
in d¥ iDMnt~,~ would hope tbIt you COIikl~, liven the blsEOlY of ecm,realinnal
COD:em and KtioD ill dliIlIlWI,thc peat IeDIi1:lvltY dJlt hu uvcr time uracbed to rids PlOaram.
In 1hiI reprd, how dces the Commfuim recaacilc I ·Picmccr Prctercucc:" Ilwml PlOaram with
a lieeDle award lyltMll buecI an .. fne maritct1 Do you bcU~ it i. appropl'1llC LU gnmt I
-PioMer P1'efereDCew aWlld far DARS' If 10. whAt proceu baa the Commission employed in
canslderiDI applkuiOJ1l tor such an awmf? FiDally, bow docI Ihis procca. com~ with
whaUiver procell the CommiJIion employed in SrmUDa PCS "PiaDeC!' PrcfcrcDCC" awards?

1bank you for )'nor immediate atteDtian 10 1bne c:oDm'DI IDd rupoDIIl 10 tbac
queauona. Let US Idd In clolilll that it is UDeqUivacally DOt our iIuDt to slcnv clown the
Commissioll'lI pra:ulm briDIinI DAIS T,M:bMIOIY In the Anwrican public U lOOn .. pouml•.
Therefore, we would appm;iate your response to this 1ettIr no Iller than MIlY 22. 1996.

Sincerely.

(2
Johri D. Dineen
R.aDkina Meam.
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THE CHAIRM"'N

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

WASHINGTON

May 22, 1996

The Honorable Thomas J. Bliley, Jr.
Chairman
Committee on Commerce
U.S. House of Representatives
2125 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-6115

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for your letter of May 15, 1996 expressing your concerns about the
possibility of a pioneer's preference award in the satellite digital audio radio service (satellite
DARS).

I agree that any such award should comport with both the letter and the spirit of the
law. Inasmuch as your questions address adjudicatory pioneer's preference proceedings
currently pending before the Commission, it would not be appropriate for me or the
Commission staff to comment on the merits or outcome until the full Commission has made a
final decision based on the record before it. I have asked Richard Smith, Chief of the Office
of Engineering and Technology, the Office responsible for administering the Commission's
pioneer's preference program, to respond to your inquiry without addressing the merits or
the outcome of the proceedings. His letter is attached.

Again, thank you for conveying your views on this subject.

Sincerely yours,

Reed E. Hundt
Chairman

ENCLOSURE



Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

May 22,1996

The Honorable Thomas I. Bliley, Ir.
Chairman
Committee on Commerce
U. S. House of Representatives
2125 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-6115

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for your letter of May 15, 1996 to Chairman Hundt expressing your
concerns about the possibility of a pioneer's preference award in the satellite digital audio
radio service (satellite OARS). Chairman Hundt bas asked me to respond to your questions.
You ask four questions regarding the consistency of the.pioneer's preference program with
use of competitive bidding procedures, the appropriateness of a satellite DARS pioneer's
preference award, the process followed by the Commission in considering applications for a
satellite OARS pioneer's preference award, and how that process compares to that used to
consider pioneer's preference requests for PeS. Each specific question is addressed below.

1. How tlMs tlte Co"",.;,1itM recoracile a "Pion,er Preference" award pmgrtlllt
with a license award systt1ll bas,d on a free nuu1cel [competiti,e bitltling}?

The Commission has reconciled its pioneer's preference program with the use of
competitive bidding by charging for such licenses and implementing other mechanisms to
avoid "unjust enrichment." Thus, even in situations in which competitive bidding is
employed to assign licenses, award of a pioneer's preference may be appropriate where a
pioneer meets the established criteria for demonstrating that it has made significant
contributions to the development of a new telecommunications service or technology.

The process by which we reconciled our pioneer's preference program with
competitive bidding took place following the August 1993 enactment of legislation which first
authorized the Commission to assign licenses via competitive bidding. The Commission
promptly commenced a rulemaking proceeding to examine whether the pioneer's preference
rules should be repealed to take into account this new, market-based, approach to assigning
licenses. The Commission stated that the pioneer's preference program had been established
at an earlier time, when the Commission was limited to awarding licenses by random
selection and comparative hearings. The establishment of competitive bidding authority
created a new dynamic for license assignments. Accordingly, the Commission proposed
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several options to revise the pioneer's preference rules in light of its new competitive bidding
authority. These options included discounting bids by designated pioneers by some specific
amount or percentage without guaranteeing them a license or, alternatively, requiring
payment for a guaranteed license awarded to a pioneer. Review of the Pioneer's Preference
~, Notice of PI'Qpose4 R.ule Makin&, ET Docket No. 93-266, 8 FCC Rcd 7692 (1993).

Prior to fInal resolution of these issues, Congress in 1994 enacted the legislation
discussed in your letter. SpecifIcally, Congress directed the Commission to continue the
pioneer's preference program until September 30, 1998 for pioneer's preference applications
received after September 1, 1994. Uruguay Round Agreements Act, Pub.L. No. 103-465,
Title VIII, § 801, 108 Stat. 4809, 5050 (l994), codified at 47 U.S.C. § 309(j)(l3)(D)(GATT
Legislation). It also required the Commission to charge a fee for pioneer's preference
licenses issued on or after August 1, 1994, based on the winning bids for comparable
licenses. 47 U.S.C. § 309(j)(l3)(B), (G). While this was similar to the approach taken by
the Commission when it earlier assessed payments for narrowband and broadband PeS
pioneer's preference licenses, it provided the Commission explicit authority to do so.
In implementing this legislation, the Commission interpreted the statute and the continued
need to reconcile the pioneer's preference program and the use of auctions as follows:

[W]e believe that competitive bidding affects our pioneer's preference
program. The GATT legislation directs us to maintain the program until
September 30, 1998 for preference requests accepted for filing after
September 1, 1994, and we believe that terminating the program for requests
filed on or before that date -- even if desirable -- would accord inconsistent
treatment to preference requests simply because of the date on which they
were submitted for filing. We do not see a valid reason to distinguish
preference requests on that basis. Accordingly, we are retaining the program
not only for pioneer's preference requests accepted for filing after
September 1, 1994, but also for those accepted for filing on or before that
date.

* * *

We find persuasive the argument by several commenting parties that not
requiring a pioneer's payment would be inequitable to other licensees and
would result in a fInancial advantage to certain competitors in services in
which licenses are assigned by competitive bidding. . .. [P]roviding free
licenses to pioneers has the potential to distort the competitive bidding process
and provide pioneers with a financial advantage over their competitors.
Further, we believe that free licenses would contribute toward an uneconomic
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allocation of the spectrum to the extent that recipients of free licenses do not
value the spectrum as much as other bidders, especially where licenses are
highly interdependent. Finally, we believe that free licenses could result in
"unjust enrichment" to pioneers to the extent that their contributions justify
only a discounted spectrum payment. As Congress recently recognized in the
GAIT legislation, payment by pioneers is "necessary to prevent unjust
enrichment by ensuring that the value of any such contribution justifies any
reduction in the amounts paid for comparable licenses" and to "recover for the
public a portion of the value of the public spectrum resource by requiring
[each pioneer's preference recipient), as a condition for receipt of its license,
to agree to pay [for its license]."

Review of the PioDlll"s Prlfpreg Rules, SecoIIi Bgort aM Qrdcr and Further Notice of
Proposed Rule Makil1&, ET Docket No. 93-266, 10 FCC Rcd 4523 (1995) (footnote
omitted).

2. Is it tIfIIWOfJritlte to "."t a "Pitnteer Preference" for DABS?

Without addressing or prejudging the merits of the specific OARS pioneer's
preference requests, which are still pending adjudicative matters before the Commission, a
pioneer's preference award could be granted if any of the requests meet the stringent
standards set forth in the Commission's rules and orders. These standards are described in
response to question 3, below.

Section 7 of the Communications Act states that it is the policy of the United States to
encourage the development of new technologies. The pioneer's preference rules were
adopted in furtherance of this policy. Satellite OARS would appear to qualify for the
pioneer's preference program, so long as one or more applicants have adequately
demonstrated that it was responsible for the innovations that led to development of the
service and that its proposal is technologically feasible and the rules ultimately adopted are
an outgrowth of the pioneer's preference proposal. In addition, award of a pioneer's
preference would recover a portion of the value of the public spectrum because, pursuant to
Section 3090)(13) of the Communications Act, a pioneer's preference grantee must pay a
sum calculated by incorporating the price paid for comparable spectrum licensed via
competitive bidding.
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3. WIt« process luis the Commission employed in considering applications for a
pioneer's preference llWtlTd.

The responsibility for evaluating pioneer's preference applications rests with my office
-- the Office of Engineering and Technology (OET). OET established a panel consisting of
six individuals from three different Commission Bureaus and Offices to review each satellite
DARS pioneer's preference application. The panel was chaired by an OET economist who
helped write the pioneer's preference rules. The other members of the panel were all
electronics engineers.

The panel evaluated each of the pioneer's preference requests based on the following
criteria, in accordance with Section 1.402 of the Commission's Rules: 1) the applicant must
have developed an innovative proposal that leads to the establishment of a service not
currently provided or a substantial enhancement of an existing service; 2) the applicant must
have demonstrated the technical feasibility of its proposal; and, 3) the rules adopted in a
proceeding must be a reasonable outgrowth of the applicant's proposal. The findings of the
panel were incorporated into a draft agenda item for Commission consideration, which is
currently pending.

4. How does tm process cOlffJM1't wide w"'ner process the Commission
employed in granting PCS "Pioneer Preference" awtllTls.

The process employed in evaluating satellite DARS applications was more formal than
the process used in evaluating both narrowband and broadband PeS pioneer's preference
applications. With respect to PeS, no panels were established. The Commission mostly
relied on the record developed by the pleadings and other filings submitted in support of and
in opposition to the numerous PeS pioneers preference requests filed. It also relied on the
submission of experimental license reports from the applicants and the examination of the
record by various Commission personnel.

I trust that this reply is responsive to your concerns. If you have further questions,
do not hesitate to contact me.

~
Richard M. Smith
Chief, Office of Engineering and Technology
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THE CHAIRMAN

FEDERAL. COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

WASHINGTON

May 22, 1996

The Honorable John D. Dingell
Ranking Minority Member
Committee on Commerce
U. S. House of Representatives
2322 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Dingell:

Thank you for your letter of May 15, 1996 expressing your concerns about the
possibility of a pioneer's preference award in the satellite digital audio radio service (satellite
OARS).

I agree that any such award should comport with both the letter and the spirit of the
law. Inasmuch as your questions address adjudicatory pioneer's preference proceedings
currently pending before the Commission, it would not be appropriate for me or the
Commission staff to comment on the merits or outcome until the full Commission has made a
final decision based on the record before it. I have asked Richard Smith, Chief of the Office
of Engineering and Technology, the Office responsible for administering the Commission's
pioneer's preference program, to respond to your inquiry without addressing the merits or
the outcome of the proceedings. His letter is attached.

Again, thank you for conveying your views on this subject.

Sincerely yours,

Reed E. Hundt
Chairman

ENCLOSURE



Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

May 22, 1996

The Honorable John D. Dingell
Ranking Minority Member
Committee on Commerce
U.S. House. of Representatives
2322 Rayburn House Office Bui\,ding
Washington, D.C. 20515 t :(

Dear Congressman Dingell:

Thank you for your letter of May IS, 1996 to Chairman Hundt expressing your
concerns about the possibility of a pioneer's preference award in the satellite digital audio
radio service (satellite DARS). Chairman Hundt has asked me to respond to your questions.
You ask four questions regarding the consistency of the pioneer's preference program with
use of competitive bidding procedures, the appropriateness of a satellite OARS pioneer's
preference award, the process followed by the Commission in considering applications for a
satellite OARS pioneer's preference award, and how that process compares to that used to
consider pioneer's preference requests for PCS. Each specific question is addressed below.

1. How dots til, Comlllission rtcoPldl, a "Pioll,tr Prt/,rtnce" award program
with a license award systtlll based on a free marleet [ctJlllpttitive bidding}?

The Commission has reconciled its pioneer's preference program with the use of
competitive bidding by charging for such licenses and implementing other mechanisms to
avoid "unjust enrichment." Thus, even in situations in which competitive bidding is
employed to assign licenses, award of a pioneer's preference may be appropriate where a
pioneer meets the established criteria for demonstrating that it has made significant
contributions to the development of a new telecommunications service or technology.

The process by which we reconciled our pioneer's preference program with
competitive bidding took place following the August 1993 enactment of legislation which first
authorized the Commission to assign licenses via competitive bidding. The Commission
promptly commenced a rulemaking proceeding to examine whether the pioneer's preference
rules should be repealed to take into account this new, market-based, approach to assigning
licenses. The Commission stated that the pioneer's preference program had been established
at an earlier time, when the Commission was limited to awarding licenses by random
selection and comparative hearings. The establishment of competitive bidding authority
created a new dynamic for license assignments. Accordingly, the Commission proposed
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several options to revise the pioneer's preference roles in light of its new competitive bidding
authority. These options included discounting bids by designated pioneers by some specific
amount or percentage without guaranteeing them a license or, alternatively, requiring
payment for a guaranteed license awarded to a pioneer. Review of the Pioneer's Preference
Rules, Notice of Proposed Rule Making, ET Docket No. 93-266, 8 FCC Rcd 7692 (1993).

Prior to final resolution of these issues, Congress in 1994 enacted the legislation
discussed in your letter. Specifically, Congress directed the Commission to continue the
pioneer's preference program until September 30, 1998 for pioneer's preference applications
received after September 1, 1994. Uroguay Round Asreements Act, Pub.L. No. 103165, •.
Title vrn, § 801, 108 Stat. 4809, 5050 (1994), codified at 47 U.S.C. § 309(j)(l3)(D)(GATr
Legislation). It also required the Commission to chaqe a fee for pioneer's preference
licenses issued on or after August I, 1994, based on the winning bids for comparable
licenses. 47 U.S.C. § 309{j)(l3)(B), (G). While this was similar to the approach taken by
the Commission when it earlier .assessed payments for narrowband and broadband PeS
pioneer's preference licenses, it provided the Commission explicit authority to do so.
In implementing this legislation, the Commission interpreted the statute and the continued
need to reconcile the pioneer's preference program and the use of auctions as follows:

[W]e believe that competitive bidding affects our pioneer's preference
program. The GATT legislation directs us to maintain the program until
September 30, 1998 for preference requests accepted for filing after
September I, 1994, and we believe that tenninating the program for requests
filed on or before that date -- even if desirable -- would accord inconsistent
treatment to preference requests simply because of the date on which they
were submitted for filing. We do not see a valid reason to distinguish
preference requests on that basis. Accordingly, we are retaining the program
not only for pioneer's preference requests accepted for filing after
September 1, 1994, but also for those accepted for filing on or before that
date.

* * *

We find persuasive the argument by several commenting parties that not
requiring a pioneer's payment would be inequitable to other licensees and
would result in a fmancial advantage to certain competitors in services in
which licenses are assigned by competitive bidding. . .. [P]roviding free
licenses to pioneers has the potential to distort the competitive bidding process
and provide pioneers with a fmaDCial advantage over their competitors.
Further, we believe that free licenses would contribute toward an uneconomic
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allocation of the spectrum to the extent that recipients of free licenses do not
value the spectrom as much as other bidders, especially where licenses are
highly interdependent. Finally, we believe that free licenses could result in
"unjust enrichment" to pioneers to the extent that their contributions justify
only a discounted spectrum payment. As Congress recently recognized in the
GATT legislation, payment by pioneers is "necessary to prevent unjust
enrichment by ensuring that the value of any such contribution justifies any
reduction in the amounts paid for comparable licenses" and to "recover for the
public a portion of the value of the public spectrum resource by requiring
[each pioneer's preference recipient], as a condition for receipt of its license,
to agree to pay [for its license]."

Review of the Piowr's PBfere:nce BuIes, Second _rt ag;l Order and Further Notice of
Pro.posed Rule Makina, ET Docket No. 93-266, 10 FCC Rcd 4523 (1995) (footnote
omitted).

2. Is it flIIP'YIpriGte to f1YIIII a "Pioneer Prtf,,.,nce" for DARS?

Without addressing or prejudging the merits of the specific DARS pioneer's
preference requests, which are still pending adjudicative matters before the Commission, a
pioneer's preference award could be granted if any of the requests meet the stringent
standards set forth in the Commission's rules and orders. These standards are described in
response to question 3, below.

Section 7 of the Communications Act states that it is the policy of the United States to
encourage the development of new technologies. The pioneer's preference rules were
adopted in furtherance of this policy. Satellite DARS would appear to qualify for the
pioneer's preference propam, so long as one or more applicants have adequately
demonstrated that it was responsible for the innovations that led to development of the
service and that its proposal is technologically feasible and the rules ultimately adopted are
an outgrowth of the pioneer's preference proposal. In addition, award of a pioneer's
preference would recover a portion of the value of the public spectrum because, pursuant to
Section 309G)(l3) of the Communications Act, a pioneer's preference grantee must pay a
sum calculated by incorporating the price paid for comparable spectrum licensed via
competitive bidding.
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3. What process Juu the Comlffiafton employed in cOllsidering applications for a
pioneer's preference a'WtU'tl.

The responsibility for evaluating pioneer's preference applications rests with my office
-- the Office of Engineering and Technology (OET). OET established a panel consisting of
six individuals from three different Commission Bureaus and Offices to review each satellite
DARS pioneer's preference application. The panel was chaired by an OET economist who
helped write the pioneer's preference roles. The other members of the panel were all
electronics engineers.

The panel evaluated each of the pioneer's preference requests based on the following
criteria, in accordance with Section 1.402 of the Commission's Rules: 1) the applicant must
have developed an innovative proposal that leads to the establishment of a service not
currently provided or a substantial enbancement of an existing service; 2) the applicant must
have demonstrated the teehnical feasibility of its proposal; and, 3) the roles adopted in a
proceeding must be a reasonable outgrowth of the applicant's proposal. The fmdings of the
panel were incorporated into a draft agenda item for Commission consideration, which is
currently pending.

4. How _s tltu Jlrocess c".",.re wit" wlultever process tire Commission
emj1loyed in grtlll.g PeS "Pfolleer ~/ere"ce" awards.

The process employed in evaluating satellite DARS applications was more formal than
the process used in evaluating both narrowband and broadband PeS pioneer's preference
applications. With respect to PeS, no panels were established. The Commission mostly
relied on the record developed by the pleadings and other filings submitted in support of and
in opposition to the numerous PeS pioneers preference requests filed. It also relied on the
submission of experimental license reports from the applicants and the examination of the
record by various Commission personnel.

I trust that this reply is responsive to your concerns. If you have further questions,
do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely yours,

Richard M. Smith
Chief, Office of Engineering and Technology


